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Abstract

Although substantial efforts have been made
to mitigate catastrophic forgetting in contin-
ual learning, the intrinsic mechanisms are not
well understood. In this paper, we discover
that when a forgetting model passively receives
an externally provided partial appropriate ratio-
nale, its performance on the forgotten task can
be restored. Furthermore, by simply adding
a task-agnostic prefix to the original instruc-
tion, the forgetting model can actively gener-
ate an appropriate rationale to reach the cor-
rect answer. These findings suggest that the
model does not actually “forget” the task knowl-
edge; instead, the degraded performance can
be attributed to the failure of the original in-
structions in guiding the model to generate the
appropriate rationales. Based on this insight,
we propose the Rationale-Guidance Difficulty
metric to evaluate how effectively a given in-
struction guides the model in generating ap-
propriate rationales. We apply this metric to
optimize the allocation of replay data in replay-
based continual learning algorithm. Experimen-
tal results demonstrate that our data allocation
method effectively mitigates catastrophic for-
getting and maintains better model plasticity
simultaneously across models.

1 Introduction

While large language models (LLMs) acquire ex-
tensive knowledge during pre-training (Brown
et al., 2020; Touvron et al., 2023a; Yang et al.,
2023), in reality, both knowledge and data are dy-
namic, necessitating that models adapt to different
tasks or domains continuously (Zheng et al., 2024).
Accordingly, continual learning can assist models
in acquiring new knowledge incrementally, thereby
enhancing their capabilities over time. However, a
key challenge models face during continual learn-
ing is “catastrophic forgetting,” which refers to the
phenomenon where a model’s performance on old
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Figure 1: Methodology used in our experiments. 1.
We leverage CoT to probe the parameterized knowl-
edge embedded in the model explicitly. 2. We evalu-
ate the performance of a forgetting model under three
situations: “instruction-only prompting,” “instruction-
only prompting with externally provided rationale,” and
“instruction-only prompting with a task-agnostic pre-
fix.” 3. We find that in the latter two situations, the
model could actively generate appropriate rationale, re-
covering task performance. Thus, we conclude that the
model does not truly forget the old knowledge; instead,
the original instructions are insufficient in guiding the
generation of appropriate rationale, resulting in “pseudo-
forgetting.”

tasks declines after learning new tasks (McCloskey
and Cohen, 1989; Goodfellow et al., 2014).

Despite the numerous methods proposed to mit-
igate catastrophic forgetting (Wang et al., 2024,
2023a; Zhao et al., 2024) (discussed in Section 2.2),
few studies have begun to investigate the intrinsic
mechanisms underlying this phenomenon. Kotha
et al. (2024) propose the “task inference” hy-
pothesis, which suggests that fine-tuning a model
changes which of its abilities it tends to use, rather
than causing it to actually forget those abilities.
However, this hypothesis has been primarily vali-
dated on synthetic datasets rather than directly on
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natural language datasets and LLMs. Similarly,
Jiang et al. (2024) investigate forgetting in LMs
through the lenses of instruction-following and
task-related knowledge, proposing that forgetting
stems from a decline in instruction-following capa-
bilities rather than an actual loss of task-related
knowledge. However, the expression of “task-
related knowledge” varies between probing and
practical use, leaving the conclusion insufficiently
clarified.

In this work, we hypothesize that the model does
not truly forget task knowledge; rather, its perfor-
mance degradation on previous tasks is primarily
attributable to the original instructions’ inability to
guide the generation of relevant knowledge. The
first question that naturally arises for a forgetting
model is: How does the model perform when pas-
sively provided with appropriate knowledge, such
as the rationale of the Chain of Thought (CoT)?
Specifically, for a forgetting model, we concatenate
k part of the rationale (ground truth) to the origi-
nal instruction (see Figure 3 where k = 0.1) and
evaluate the model’s performance. Our findings
reveal that for models of varying sizes, providing
even a portion of the appropriate rationale as guid-
ance allows the model’s performance to recover
(shown in Figure 2). Moreover, as k increases, the
model’s performance can recover to pre-forgetting
levels. There are two potential explanations: (1)
the instructions fail to guide the generation of the
corresponding knowledge, or (2) the knowledge
has truly been forgotten. To investigate the under-
lying reason further, we pose the second question:
Can we help the model to actively generate the ap-
propriate knowledge by modifying its prompt? To
explore this, we add a Task-Agnostic Prefix (Ye
et al., 2024) before the original instruction (see
Figure 4) and assess the performance of the forget-
ting model. This approach ensures that knowledge
is generated and expressed in a same manner be-
fore and after forgetting. The experimental results
(shown in Figure 5) indicate that, across models
of various scales, the task-agnostic prefix can fa-
cilitate the forgetting model in generating relevant
knowledge, thereby partially restoring its perfor-
mance on forgotten tasks. The above experiments
provide direct evidence for our hypothesis regard-
ing LLMs: the model’s forgetting primarily stems
from the original instructions’ inability to facilitate
appropriate rationales, rather than an actual loss of
task-related knowledge.

Building on the above conclusion, we propose

the Rationale-Guidance Difficulty metric to evalu-
ate how effectively a given instruction can guide a
model in generating an appropriate rationale. Uti-
lizing this metric, we dynamically allocate replay
data for each previous task to optimize data utiliza-
tion. Experiments conducted across various scales
and datasets demonstrate the effectiveness of our
approach.

Our contributions can be summarized as follows:

1. We directly verify on LLMs that task-related
knowledge, also expressed in the same format
as in instruction-following scenarios, is not
actually forgotten. Instead, the deterioration
in model performance arises from the inabil-
ity of the original task instructions to facilitate
the generation of appropriate rationale (Sec-
tion 3).

2. We propose the Rationale-Guidance Difficulty
metric and implement it for data allocation
within a replay-based framework (Section 4).
Experiments validate the effectiveness of our
approach in mitigating catastrophic forgetting
in the model (Section 5).

2 Related Work

2.1 Mechanism of catastrophic forgetting

Catastrophic forgetting refers to the tendency of
models to lose previously acquired knowledge
when learning new tasks (McCloskey and Cohen,
1989; Goodfellow et al., 2014), a challenge that has
been widely studied with numerous attempts to mit-
igate it (Section 2.2). Nevertheless, a substantial
gap persists in comprehending the internal mecha-
nisms that lead to these knowledge losses. Kotha
et al. (2024) hypothesize that fine-tuned models
do not “forget” prior abilities but rather “suppress”
them. They suggest that models first perform “task
inference” before applying the relevant capability,
and fine-tuning biases this inference towards tasks
aligned with the fine-tuning distribution, thereby
suppressing performance on other prior capabilities.
Jiang et al. (2024) hypothesize that a model’s task
ability comprises both understanding task-related
knowledge and following instructions. Their exper-
iments reveal that “forgetting” in models is primar-
ily due to a decline in the ability to follow instruc-
tions, rather than a loss of knowledge.
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Figure 2: Changes in the model’s task performance after forgetting when k parts of the appropriate rationale are
provided. 1. A forgetting model can regenerate “forgotten knowledge” and gradually recover its “pre-forgetting”
task performance when passively guided with partial “appropriate rationale.” 2. the degree of recovery of the
“forgotten knowledge” is related to the task difficulty and the scale of the model

2.2 Traditional methods in continual learning

Continual Learning (CL) seeks to progressively ac-
quire knowledge from a sequence of tasks while
retaining what has been previously learned (Zheng
et al., 2024). Numerous continual learning methods
have been proposed to address catastrophic forget-
ting: (1) Regularization-based methods constrain
the features learned from previous tasks (Zhang
et al., 2023a; Huang et al., 2021) or penalize
changes to weights critical for those tasks (Zhou
and Cao, 2021; Aljundi et al., 2018), ensuring that
new learning minimally interferes with prior knowl-
edge thus maintaining performance on earlier tasks.
For example, O-LoRA (Wang et al., 2023a) miti-
gates catastrophic forgetting by learning tasks in
different (low-rank) vector subspaces (LoRA pa-
rameters) using an additional orthogonal parame-
ter loss. (2) Architecture-based methods aim to
reduce interference between new and prior tasks
by either dynamically increasing the model’s ca-
pacity (Zhao et al., 2024) or isolating the existing
weights (Hu et al., 2024). SAPT (Zhao et al., 2024)
aligns parameter-efficient tuning blocks with se-
lection modules via a shared attention mechanism,
effectively tackling both catastrophic forgetting and
knowledge transfer. (3) Replay-based methods re-
tain a small subset of prior training examples or
features and revisit them when a new task is intro-

duced (Wang et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2024; Liu
et al., 2021). Rather than retaining the original
data, PCLL (Zhao et al., 2022), LFPT5 (Qin and
Joty, 2022) and SSR (Huang et al., 2024) generate
pseudo data samples that mimic the old data, either
by leveraging the model itself or through a separate
generative model.

3 Impact of Appropriate Rationale on
“Pseudo-Forgetting”

Recall our assumption is that the model does not
truly forget; rather, after learning new tasks, the in-
structions for the old tasks fail to “guide” the model
in generating an “appropriate reasoning process,”
which ultimately manifests as apparent “forgetting”
of the old tasks. Thus, we aim to investigate the
following two questions:

1. Q1: How does a forgetting model perform
when passively provided with externally sup-
plied “appropriate rationale”?

2. Q2: Can changing the prompt method enable
the model to generate the “appropriate ratio-
nale” actively?



<s>[INST] Task: What is the logical relationship (contradiction, entailment 

or neutral) between the "sentence 1" and the "sentence 2"? Choose one from 

the option.

OPTIONS:

- neutral

- entailment

- contradiction

sentence 1: Case Study Evaluations.

sentence 2: Case Study preparations.

Answer: [/INST] The sentence 1 'Case Study Evaluations' implies a

Figure 3: Prompt example with additional k part of
“appropriate” rationale guidance (k = 0.1). The black
parts are the original instruction; The green parts are the
added part of the “appropriate rationale”, which does
not contain information directly related to the answer.

3.1 Appropriate Rationale Meeting
“Pseudo-Forgetting”

In this section, we address Q1. We selected the
model from the final stage of sequential learning
and chose the test set of tasks with a high forget-
ting rate for the experiment. To offer “appropriate
knowledge” guidance, as shown in Figure 3, we
append k part of the rationale directly after the
original instruction. It is important to note that the
added portion with small k does not directly pro-
vide task-specific or answer-relevant information
but instead serves to guide the model in shaping
the overall direction of its predictions. The detailed
description of the experimental data and model is
provided in Section 5.1.

Results and Analysis Results are presented in
Figure 2.

Firstly, when a “forgotten” model passively
receives partial guidance on “appropriate ratio-
nale,” it can regenerate the “forgotten knowl-
edge” and gradually restore its “pre-forgetting”
task performance. Specifically, across various
“forgotten” tasks, performance improves with in-
creasing k-values, suggesting that the model’s
knowledge remains intact. The issue lies in the
original instructions’ inability to elicit the appropri-
ate reasoning processes. With some “appropriate
guidance,” the model can access the relevant task
knowledge and complete the task.

Secondly, the degree of recovery of the
model’s “task memory” is related to the task
difficulty and the scale of the model. For in-
stance, in the CB task, Mistral-7B returns to its
pre-forgetting performance level at k = 0.2, while
the MNLI task requires k = 0.4 to achieve the
same recovery level. Meanwhile, to restore the pre-

forgetting performance level for Qwen2-0.5B and
Llama2-13B, values of k = 0.6 and k = 0.1 are
required, respectively.

#Question#:

In this task, you are given a dialogue from a conversation between an agent 

and a customer. Your task is to determine the speaker of the dialogue. 

Answer with "agent" or "customer".

Input: I have successfully booked your ticket with flight-1017, have a safe 

journey.

#Ratinale#:

The input consists of a statement confirming a ticket booking and wishing 

the customer a safe journey. This type of communication is typically made 

by a service provider, indicating that the speaker is the "agent".

#Answer#:

Agent

#Question#:

[Question-2]

#Ratinale#:

[Ratinale-2]

#Answer#:

[Answer-2]

…

#Question#:

Task: What is the logical relationship (contradiction, entailment or neutral) 

between the "sentence 1" and the "sentence 2"? Choose one from the option.

OPTIONS:

- neutral

- entailment

- contradiction

sentence 1: Case Study Evaluations.

sentence 2: Case Study preparations.

#Ratinale#:

{rationale generated by model}

#Answer#:

{answer generated by model}

Figure 4: Prompt example with Task-Agnostic Prefix.
Context template (purple) and task-independent demon-
strations (green) act as the prefix to the original instruc-
tion (black), formatting the final prompt that guides the
model in generating rationale and answer using parame-
terized task knowledge.

3.2 Reviving Dormant Knowledge via
Task-Agnostic Prefix Prompting

In the experiment in Section 3.1, the model pas-
sively received some “appropriate rationale” as
guidance, allowing it to recover its performance
gradually. To further verify and demonstrate our
hypothesis, we address Q2 in this section. We
utilize Task-Agnostic Prefix Prompting (Ye et al.,
2024), which enables the model to generate a rea-
soning process for a task based on parameterized
knowledge. As illustrated in Figure 4, this method
uses examples unrelated to the testing task to guide
the model in producing reasoning processes and an-
swers through context-based learning. Notably, the
generated rationale relies on parameterized knowl-
edge rather than knowledge acquired from con-
text. This approach simply adds prefixes to the
original instructions, making the detected knowl-



Figure 5: Performance of the ‘forgetting’ model using Direct Instruction Prompting (Ins) versus Task-Agnostic
Prefix Prompting (TAP). BF refers to Before Forgetting and AF to After Forgetting.

edge more closely resemble the original ’forgotten
knowledge’ in QA format, rather than adopting
other formats (Jiang et al., 2024). This similarity
highlights that the knowledge itself is intact, and
the challenge lies in the differences in “guidance”
methods for generating an “appropriate rationale.”

Results and Analysis Results are presented in
Figure 5. Adding an appropriate prefix to the origi-
nal instruction enables the model to generate an ap-
propriate rationale and recover its performance on
forgotten tasks. Specifically, for different forgetting
models, a Task-Agnostic Prefix added before the
original instructions partially restores performance
across various forgotten tasks. For optimal prefix
selection, we employed a grid search to identify
the best demonstrations and demonstration count
for each task, highlighting the dependency of task
recovery on prefix design. We hypothesize that
an optimal Task-Agnostic Prefix can restore per-
formance to pre-forgetting levels. Notably, larger
models, such as Llama2-13B, exhibit higher recov-
ery levels than smaller models like Llama2-7B and
Mistral-7B, suggesting that model size correlates
with resistance to “forgetting”.

Summary Experimental results indicate that the
performance drop on previous tasks is primarily
attributable to limitations in the prompting method.
The model has not truly forgotten task-specific
knowledge; rather, the prompts fail to effectively
guide the generation of the appropriate rationale,
giving the impression of forgotten knowledge.

4 Replay Based on Rationale-Guidance
Difficulty

While it is possible to recover the performance
of a forgotten model using appropriate prompts,

this approach is less cost-effective. Building on
our assumption, we argue that replay-based algo-
rithms (Wang et al., 2024; Guo et al., 2024; Liu
et al., 2021) provide the most straightforward and
efficient solution to mitigate catastrophic forgetting.
In this section, we first introduce an evaluation met-
ric, Rationale-Guidance Difficulty, to assess the
difficulty of guiding a model toward an ’appropri-
ate rationale’ for a given instruction. Based on
this metric, we dynamically allocate replay data for
each previous task to optimize data utilization.

4.1 Rationale-Guidance Difficulty

The Rationale-Guidance Difficulty (RGD) score
for a given data pair (x, r, y) is calculated as fol-
lows:

RGDθ(x, r, y) =
PPLθ(r|x)
PPLθ(r)

(1)

Here, x denotes the prompt, r represents the infer-
ence process, y is the answer, and θ refers to the
parameters of the model being tested. PPLθ(r) re-
flects the difficulty for the model to generate the ra-
tionale r independently, while PPLθ(r|x) measures
the difficulty when generating r given the prompt x.
The RGD score indicates how well a given prompt
x facilitates the generation of rationale r. A higher
RGD score signifies greater difficulty for a prompt
in guiding the model to produce the rationale, and
vice versa. The calculation method of this metric
follows the Instruction Following Difficulty (IFD)
score proposed by Li et al. (2024b), though the
IFD score was primarily used for fine-tuning data
selection (Li et al., 2024a,b).

For a given previous task t, we estimate its RGD
score using a set of test data V :

RGDtθ = Mean(RGDV ) (2)



Mean(RGDV ) represents the mean and variance of
the RGD score on the test dataset V .

4.2 Understanding Forgetting via
Rationale-Guidance Difficulty

Forget mean std Acc

False 39.77 13.67 78.40
True 45.71 38.75 60.00

Table 1: RGDθ(x, r, y) scores (scaled by 1e-4) compari-
son for the QQP task on Mistral-7B with and without
forgetting.

Table 1 shows the RGD scores for the Mistral-7B
model on the QQP task, before and after forgetting.
Before forgetting, the model exhibits lower RGD
scores, indicating that the instructions for the QQP
task easily guide the model to the relevant knowl-
edge, resulting in better performance. However,
after forgetting, the RGD scores increase, suggest-
ing that the instructions become less effective at
guiding the model to the relevant knowledge, lead-
ing to a decline in task performance.

4.3 Dynamic Replay Strategy
Wang et al. (2024) propose determining the propor-
tion of replay data based on task similarity, sug-
gesting that tasks with greater differences from
the current learning task should have more replay
data. In contrast, we argue that the model’s capac-
ity to learn and execute tasks is crucial, making it
more reasonable to allocate replay data based on
the model’s difficulty in generating rationales from
prior instructions.

When training the model on the current task Ti,
the amount of replay data required for the previous
task Tj calculated as follows:

α∗
j =

RGDjθi−1∑k=i−1
k=1 RGDkθi−1

× α, j ∈ [1, i− 1] (3)

where RGDjθi−1
represents the rationale-guidance

difficulty of task j after the model has completed
training on task i − 1, and α represents the total
amount of replay data.

5 Experiments

5.1 Experiments Setup
5.1.1 Datasets
Long Sequence Benchmark (Razdaibiedina
et al., 2023) A continual learning benchmark of

15 classification datasets. Following (Razdaibied-
ina et al., 2023; Wang et al., 2023b), we select
1,000 random samples for training each task and
hold out 500 samples per class for validation and
testing.

We employed Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct1 to gener-
ate a rationale r for each data point (x, y), ensuring
that the initial part of the rationale did not directly
reveal the final answer. Following prior work (Zhao
et al., 2024), we employ two different training or-
ders in our experiment.

5.1.2 Models
We utilize Qwen2 (0.5B, 1.5B) (Yang et al., 2024),
Llama2 (7B, 13B) (Touvron et al., 2023b), and
Mistral (7B) (Jiang et al., 2023) as the backbone
models for our experiments.

5.1.3 Baselines
We primarily evaluate various data allocation meth-
ods for replay. For comparison, we use the follow-
ing baseline allocation methods, employing ran-
dom sampling to select replay samples for each
task.

Equal Allocation (EA) For each previous task,
we replay the same amount of samples while learn-
ing a new task to maintain the previous capability.

InsCL InsCL (Wang et al., 2024) dynamically
replays previous data based on task similarity, cal-
culated by Wasserstein Distance with instructions.

Multi-task Learning We use multi-task learning
as the upper bound for continual learning.

5.1.4 Metrics
According to previous works (Zhang et al., 2023b;
Lopez-Paz and Ranzato, 2017; Biesialska et al.,
2020), we use the following CL-related metrics that
concentrate on catastrophic forgetting (stability)
and knowledge transfer (plasticity). Let ai,j be the
testing performance (Accuracy for classification
task and Rouge-L for others) on the j-th task after
training on i-th task, the metrics for evaluating are:

Final Average Performance (FAP) The average
performance of all tasks after the final task tT is
learned, i.e., FAPT = 1

T

∑T
t=1 aT,t;

Forgetting Rate (F.Ra) It measures how much
knowledge has been forgotten across the first T − 1
tasks, i.e., FT = 1

T−1

∑T−1
t=1 (maxT−1

k=i ak,t − aT,t);

1https://huggingface.co/Qwen/Qwen2.5-72B-Instruct



Method Allocate Select FAP↑ F.Ra↓ BWT↑ FWT↑ CAP↑

Qwen2-0.5B
Single - - 72.64 - - - 72.64
Multi - - 76.32 - - - 76.32
CL - - 51.75 23.13 -22.98 0.33 72.97
EA equal random 71.78 3.40 -2.02 1.0 73.65
InsCL instDiff random 74.06 1.55 0.15 1.27 73.91
RGD mean random 74.69 0.59 0.67 1.43 74.07

Llama2-7B
Single - - 77.62 - - - 77.62
Multi - - 80.57 - - - 80.57
CL - - 66.50 14.91 -14.79 2.54 80.16
EA equal random 78.59 2.62 -1.77 2.60 80.22
InsCL instDiff random 80.56 0.90 0.94 2.06 79.69
RGD mean random 81.07 0.80 1.21 2.33 79.95

Mistral-7B
Single - - 79.01 - - - 79.01
Multi - - 78.79 - - - 78.79
CL - - 69.09 10.73 -10.27 -0.33 78.68
EA equal random 76.01 3.58 -2.88 -0.31 78.69
InsCL instDiff random 76.25 3.54 -1.86 -1.02 77.97
RGD mean random 76.42 3.45 -1.85 -0.86 78.14

Llama2-13B
Single - - 73.91 - - - 73.91
Multi - - 83.48 - - - 83.48
CL - - 70.27 13.02 -12.90 3.01 82.17
EA equal random 80.81 1.75 -1.27 2.83 81.98
InsCL instDiff random 81.86 1.09 -0.07 2.77 81.93
RGD mean-std random 81.05 1.75 -1.30 3.10 82.26

Table 2: Experiments of different models on Long Sequence Benchmark. The decoding strategy is greedy search.
Our method effectively alleviates model forgetting and maintains better model plasticity simultaneously

Backward Transfer (BWT) BWT measures
the impact that continually learning on subse-
quent tasks has on previous tasks, i.e., BWTT =
1

T−1

∑T−1
t=1 (aT,t − at,t).

Forward Transfer (FWT) FWT measures how
much knowledge from previous tasks transfers to
a new task, i.e., FWTT = 1

T

∑T
t=1(at,t − a0,t)

where a0,t refers to the performance of training
task t individually;

Current Average Performance (CAP) The av-
erage performance of all tasks in their respective
training stage, i.e., CAPT = 1

T

∑T
t=1 at,t.

Better scores on FAP, F.Ra, and BWT indicate
improved model stability, while better scores on
FWT and CAP reflect enhanced model plasticity.

5.2 Results and Analysis

Table 2 presents a performance comparison of dif-
ferent replay data allocation methods on the Long
Sequence benchmark. All results are averaged
across two different task orders. Detailed results
for each order and task within a specific order are
provided in the Appendix.

The equal allocation method significantly re-
duces catastrophic forgetting compared to no
data replay For example, with Qwen2-0.5B, ran-
dom data replay improved task performance by
20.03 and reduced the forgetting rate by 19.73.
Similarly, for Mistral-7B, task performance in-
creased by 6.92 and the forgetting rate decreased
by 7.15. These results support our hypothesis
that model performance degradation is due to inef-
fective task instructions, not forgotten knowledge.
Simple data replay, using a small amount of data,
helps the model leverage old knowledge more ef-
fectively, alleviating catastrophic forgetting.

The model exhibits inherent resistance to for-
getting, which improves with larger model sizes
Specifically, larger models show lower forgetting
rates during continual learning without data replay.
For example, the forgetting rates for Llama2-13B
and Qwen2-0.5B are 13.02 and 23.13, respectively.

Using a data allocation algorithm can further al-
leviate model forgetting Our model-based data
allocation method, along with the InsCL method
that allocates data based on similarity, both more



Test Instruction
of MNLI

Based on the premise “The northerner took his cloak and hat from the small boy and a leather
sack of coin from one of the men in the crowd.”, can we conclude the hypothesis
“The northerner left his cloak and hat behind,” is true?
OPTIONS:- yes - it is not possible to tell - no

Prediction BF
stage on MNLI (NLI)

The text suggests that the northerner takes his belongings, i.e., his cloak and hat, with him.
It also mentions a “small boy” who was able to take something from him so he may have taken
his belt, which is another piece of clothing. So we know that this hypothesis cannot be true based
on what has already been stated. [RESULT]no

Prediction BF
stage on CB (NLI)

The passage states that the northerner took his cloak and hat, which means he was there before
taking them. Therefore, this statement contradicts the hypothesis.
So, “yes” would be our answer here.[RESULT]yes

Prediction BF
stage on Yahoo (TC) This question belongs to the topic of probability theory, so the answer is 0.[RESULT]0

Table 3: Cases of Knowledge Drift and Instruction Drift.1. BF refers to Before Forgetting and AF to After Forgetting.
2. NLI means Natural Language Inference and TC indicates Topic Classification.

effectively mitigate catastrophic forgetting in mod-
els of varying sizes and knowledge sources during
continual learning, resulting in better final model
performance.

Our method effectively alleviates model forget-
ting and maintains better model plasticity simul-
taneously For model plasticity metrics, FWT and
CAP, our method performs similarly to InsCL on
Llama2-7B. However, on other models, our ap-
proach outperforms InsCL, suggesting that it offers
a more effective balance between mitigating catas-
trophic forgetting and preserving model plasticity.

6 Discussion and Future Work

What does the rationale generated by a “pseudo-
forgetting” model look like under the guidance
of old instructions? As shown in Table 3, our
preliminary observations suggest that the inappro-
priate rationales which we call this Rationale Drift
generated by “pseudo-forgetting” models primarily
fall into two categories:

1. Instruction Drift (Misalignment): When
there is a significant difference between old
and new tasks (e.g., the old task is Natural
Language Inference (NLI), the new task is
Topic Classification (TC)), the reasoning pro-
cess tends to completely rely on TC-relevant
knowledge due to instruction misalignment,
leading to incorrect results.

2. Knowledge Drift: When old and new tasks
are similar (e.g., both NLI but from differ-
ent domains), the rationale remains related to
NLI knowledge but is influenced by the new
domain’s knowledge. This causes deviation
from the appropriate reasoning path, resulting
in errors.

Additionally, can these types of drift be detected
by specific methods? For instance, could differ-
ences in model hidden layer representations reveal
their presence? Is there a big difference between
the Rationale-Guidance Difficulty in the two cases?

More Complex Scenarios Current continual
learning benchmarks rely on traditional NLP tasks,
which may be relatively simple and thus less likely
to induce forgetting in the model. To enhance the
credibility of our conclusions, more complex do-
main adaptation datasets, such as TRACE (Wang
et al., 2023c), could be utilized to replicate the
experiments.

Design of Continual Learning Algorithm Our
study assumes that the model retains prior knowl-
edge during continual learning and inherently re-
sists forgetting, making simple data replay effective
in mitigating catastrophic forgetting. Another key
goal of continual learning is to maximize asyn-
chronous knowledge transfer across tasks to en-
hance model performance. Given that prior knowl-
edge is parameterized, we propose that a combined
approach, integrating both parametric and data re-
play perspectives, may be the most effective.

7 Conclusion

This study sheds light on the intrinsic mechanism
behind catastrophic forgetting in continual learn-
ing, revealing that task knowledge is not truly lost
but hindered by inadequate instruction guidance
for appropriate rationales. We validate this hypoth-
esis within LLMs and with consistent knowledge
expression by subjecting the forgetting model to
passive external knowledge guidance and incorpo-
rating a task-agnostic prefix into the original in-
struction for an active generation, both of which



effectively recover the performance of the forget-
ting model. We introduce a Rationale-Guidance
Difficulty, which evaluates the difficulty of guid-
ing the model to generate appropriate rationales—a
critical factor in overcoming forgetting. Using this
metric, our proposed replay data allocation method
effectively mitigates forgetting while maintaining
model plasticity.
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